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Rebuttal to Argument Against 
Proposition 14 
The argument against the Watson Tax 
Limitation Initiative is customary "hog 
wash" by which politicians and special inter-
ests fight the overwhelming cry for property 
tax relief. 
The major beneficiaries of the Tax Limita-
tion proposal are home owners and renters-
NOT large land owners. 
The Department of Commerce flatly states 
60.8% of California's "Locally Assessed Tax-
able Real Property" is residential. The major 
tax burden falls unfairly on home owners 
and renters! -- ---
Know the facts and vote "YES". The home 
owner will get a 40% tax cut. The renter 
will escape rents constantly escalating be-
cause of higher taxes. 
Further, for tenants-the Rent Stabiliza-
tion Board ruled that when expenses go 
down, including property taxes, rents must 
go down! --
Nowhere do the opponents to the Watson 
Amendment admit the "special interest" 
loopholes. Examples: Insurance companies 
pay no State Income Tax on their apartment 
house complexes, stocks, bonds, etc. In effect, 
they pay no property tax on massive , 
office buildings. 
Oil con.panies pay no severance tax. 
Banks pay no Vehicle Tax, Use Tax, or 
Personal Property Tax. 
This Initiative will cancel these "special 
interest" exemptions. 
The claim that this will raise your Income 
Tax is "poppycock!" It raises taxes on cor-
porations by 44%. It leaves personal income 
taxes alone! 
The cry that schools will suffer is "balo-
ney." The initiative provides a minimum 
$825 in support per pupil, which is more 
money than the majority of the school dis-
tricts now spend! 
Close the tax loopholes! Put a ceiling on 
property taxes! Vote "YES." 
PHILIP E. WATSON 
Assessor, Los Angeles County 
JOSEPH B. CARNAHAN 
President, California Real Estate Assoc. 
ALLAN GRANT 
President, California Farm 
Bureau Federation 
STATE EMPLOYEE SALARIES. Initiative Conatitutional Amendment. 
Requires State Personnel Board, University of California Regents, 
and State University and College Trustees semiannually to deter-
mine prevailing rates in private and public employment for 
services comparable to those performed by state employees, and 
YES 
15 
recommend to Governor adjustments to state employee salaries 
and benefits necessary to equal prevailing rates. The recommenda-
tions must be included in Governor's budget, cannot be reduced or 
eliminated except by two-thirds vote of Legislature, and are not NO 
subject to Governor's veto .. Provides for written agreements and 
arbitration between state and employees on other employer-
employee relation matters. Financial impact: Indeterminable but 
potential major cost increase. 
(For Full Text of Measure, See Page 19, Part n) 
General Analysis by the Legislative Counael 
A "Yes" vote on this· initiative constitu-
tional amendment is a vote to include in the 
Constitution new procedures for establish-
ing the salaries to be paid state employees 
and for regulating employer-employee rela-
tions between the state and its employees. 
A "No" vote is a vote against amending 
the Constitution as proposed. 
Fpr further details, see below. 
Detailed Analysis by the 
Legislative Counael 
This measure would apply to all em-
ployees and retired employees of the state, 
including the University of California and 
the California State University and Colleges, 
except persons elected by popular vote or ap-
pointed by the Governor. Specifically, it 
would provide as follows: 
(Continued on page 37, column 1) 
Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst 
The increase in state cost from adoption of 
this initiative could vary greatly depending 
upon the extent to which increases in wage 
patterns as reflected in the salary recommen-
dations ('xceed those which the state would 
fund otherwise. The initiative removes the 
existing power of the Governor to initially 
determine the budget amount and then, fi-
nally, to reduce or delete legislative appro-
priations for this purpose. It places control 
over the amount to be budgeted and appro-
priated in the State Personnel Board, the 
Regents of the University of California and 
the Board of Trustees of the State University 
and Colleges subject to their findings of sal-
ary comparability for their respective em· 
ployees, and subject also to change of Qllch 
amount by a two-thirds vote of the L 
ture. For example, if this amendmen. .J 
been in effect during the preparati{)n of the 
(Continued on page 37, column 2) 
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Detailed Analysis by the Legislative CouDSel 
'Continued from page 36, column 1) 
ies ---
This measure would add to the Constitu-
tion a requirement that the State Personnel 
Board, the Regents of the University of Cali-
fomia, and the Trustees of the California 
State University and Colleges determine 
semiannually the prevailing rates of com-
pensation paid in private employment and 
public employment for services comparable 
to those performed by state employees under 
their jurisdiction. 
The three agencies would then be required 
to report annually to the Governor the re-
sults of such determinations and to recom-
mend the amounts of money, if any, neces-
sary to adjust state employees' salaries and 
other benefits during the next fiscal year to 
equal the generally prevailing rates. 
The Governor would be required to include 
such amounts, without change, in the budget 
submitted by him to the Legislature. In en-
acting the budget act, the Legislature could 
reduce these amounts only by a two-thirds 
vote of each house, 'and, if reduced, they 
could only be modified to apply uniformly to 
all classes of employees affected by the in-
crease. The amount of funds included in the 
budget act by the Legislature would not be 
subject to reduction by the Governor. 
loyer-Employee Relations 
.o:.xisting statutory law gives state em-
ployees the right to form, join, and partic-
(Continued in column 2) 
Argument in Favor of PrGposition 15 
For the first time in California's history, 
voters will have an opportunity to end the 
growing threat of work stoppages in such 
critical state services as law enforcement, edu-
cation, health, hospitals, prisons, and conser-
vation. 
And, for the first time, voters can put a 
sensible lid on state employees salaries. 
Right now, state employee morale is at an 
all-time low because of the denial of their 
basic rights. Work stoppages in anyone of 
many critical areas would be catastrophic. 
Such things have happened in other states; 
they can happen here. Witness the frustration 
that led to the walkout by key State Depart-
ment of Water Resources personnel last May. 
Work stoppage or possible strikes will be 
ended by the State Pay Control Amendment 
through voluntary binding arbitration. 
Secondly, the amendment will effectively 
limit state salaries so that only the average 
prevailing pay rates in the private sector-
no more, no less-are paid. Thus. at one 
'~e, we can end political meddling with 
pay and prevent future runaway 
increases. 
No tax increase is necessary to pay for ad-
justments. Ample funds are on hand. In 
Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst 
(Continued from page 36, column 2) 
1972-73 fiscal year budget, and if the Legi8-
lature had approved (and the Federal Pay 
Board had allowed) the salary increases as 
recommended by the State Personnel Board, 
Regents of the University of California, and 
Trustees of the California State University 
and Colleges, the estimated cost increase to 
the state would be $73,267,000. 
Adoption of this initiative could require an 
increase in state cost in years that a salary 
increase recommendation would not be 
adopted otherwise. 
(Continued from. column 1) 
ipate in employee organizations for the pur-
pose of representing them in their relations 
with the state and requires the state, through 
its representatives, to meet and confer with 
such organiza •. ons on such matters. This 
measure would add a constitutional require-
ment that matters of employer-employee re-
lations and the terms and conditions of em-
ployment, other than salaries and civil serv-
ice matters otherwise controlled by thl' Con-
stitution, would have to be resolved by 
written agreement between each appointing 
power and an organization representing a 
majority of the affected employees. It would 
further provide that disputes between the 
state and its employees would be settled by 
independent arbitration if requested by 
either party. 
fact, the state Ilegislative Analyst declared 
that he sees "no long-term fiscal effect" on 
state taxes because of this proposition. 
Today's conditions in state employment 
have arisen because of crass meddling by a 
small group of selfish, powerful interests who 
put political advantage above fair play. These 
men are not above crippling our excellent 
civil service merit system and making Cali-
fornia like some boss-ridden, corrupt eastern 
state or city where political henchmen dolll 
out jobs as political favors. 
Three times within the past three years 
modest salary adjustments for state workers--
approved by the Legislature-have been cal-
lously vetoed. For the past six years scales 
have lagged up to 25% behind those in the 
private sector of the economy, despite a 
steady rise in living costs. 
As a result, many of our best civil servants 
are leaving. Turnover is about 25% annually, 
a costly, wasteful process. In the long run, 
we are spending more than we are saving. 
The State Pay Control Amendment will 
write into state law our present Governor's 
campaign pledge on state salaries and con-
firm state policy set forth in California's 
Government Code. For the first time, it will 
give state workers the right to collective bar-
gaining, similar to rights now enjoyed by 
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civil servants in 21 other states. 
Ample precedent exists. Similar parity pay 
laws have been tried and are working in Los 
Angeles city and county, Michigan, and 
among two million Federal !'mploy!'es. 
California h:\s always had the finest merit 
system in the United States. Let's keep it that 
way. Keep California in the forefront of em-
ploYtlr-employee relations. 
AYOID COSTLY WORK STOPPAGES! 
TAFE POIJITICS OUT OF THE STATE 
PAYROLIJ! PUT A LID ON STATE SAL-
ARIES! MAKE PAY PARITY PART OF 
STATE LAW! GIVE STATE WORKERS 
THE SAME RIGHTS ENJOYED BY MIL-
LIONS OF OTHERS! 
VOTE "YES" ON STATE PAY CON-
TROL AMENDMENT NOVEMBER 7! 
YVONNE BRATHWAITE 
Ass!'mblywoman, 63rd District 
EDWIN L. Z'BERG 
Assemblyman, nth District 
CORNEUUS G. DUTCHER 
San Dit'go Busin!'ss L!'adH 
Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of 
Proposition 15 
This amendment: 
1. Will not put a "sensible lid" on State 
employee salaries and benefits; it would 
remow the only one we havt:'. Mandating 
State employees' salarit's as the Number 
1 priority in the budget is an attempt to 
increase State employee salaries. It sub-
verts the normal legislative-executive 
processes and bypasses present controls. 
2. Will not eliminate strikes by State em-
ployees. Other public jurisdictions which 
have collective bargaining or "parity 
pay laws", such as New York, Michigan, 
and Los Angeles County, have continued 
to experience labor unrest. 
3. Will not prott'ct the merit system of em-
ployment in California government. The 
system of hiring through competitive ex-
amination is separate from the system 
for setting State employee salaries. 
This amendment: 
1. Will tie the hands of the Governor, who 
is the person elected by all the people of 
California. Forcing him to include em-
ployee salary increases irrespective of 
budgetary considerations and eliminat-
ing the right of veto over this very costly 
item will destroy the balance of power 
between the Executive and Legislative 
Branches. 
2. Will give salary increases top priority 
in thc allocation of State funds, irrespec-
tive of other pressing State needs. This 
potential change in priorities is serious, 
for every dollar expended for salary in-
creases means potentially a dollar less 
for critical additional services. 
State government is more than simply an-
other employer. Deciding what salarie' '1 
benefits State employees receive should 1'\>. • ..... 
part of our legislative·executive budget-mak-
ing process, not subverted with any sort of 
"formula" approach. 
'Ve strongly urge a NO vote on Proposition 
15. 
MRS. NITA ASHCRAFT. Prt'sidt'nt 
California State Pt'rsonnel Board 
STEPHEN P. TEALE 
State St'nator, 3rd District 
FRANK LANTERMAN 
Assemblyman, 47th District 
Argument Against Proposition 15 
Proposition 15 would automatically include 
each year proposed increases in salaries and 
benefits for employees of the State of Cali-
fornia in the budget presented to the Legisla-
ture. It would rt'move a Gowrnor t'ntirely 
from participating in decisions on the amount 
of money to be made available for salary and 
benefit increases for State employees. 
The proposed amendment violates basic 
constitutional concepts in our government. 
The Executive and Legislative Branches are 
designed to be equals in our form of govern-
ment. Our government operates under a sys-
tem of checks and balances that w·· ." 
competing interests in decisions on que, 
of public policy. This initiative would eh .... -
nate entir~ly the participation of the Execu· 
tive Branch in the determination of salaries 
and benefits for State employees. Any Gover-
nor, who is the principal elected official in 
the State, who represent~ the entire State, 
and who is responsible for the administration 
of State Government, will have no voice in 
deciding these issues if this amendment suc-
ceeds. 
Proposition 15 would mak!' it impossible 
for a Governor to assess th!' priority of 
employees salaries and benefits in relation to 
other pressing needs. A Governor will have 
no voice in deciding what goes into the pro-
posed State budget for salary increases and 
benefit increases for State employees despite 
the fact he is responsible for that budget. 
Furthermore, this amemlment would re-
move a Governor's ability to reduce or veto 
the salary increase and benefit increased por-
tions of the budget. The veto power of the 
Chief Executive is one of the fundamental 
powers of the Executive Branch and is an in-
tegral part of our constitutional system. The 
constitutional system of checks and balances 
should not be eroded because one group does 
not agree with the results of the democratic 
process. 
Proposition 15 also proposes collective 1.~~_ 
gaining for State employees including 
lative and judicial employees. Colle~ e 
bargaining for public employees should not 
be frozen into the Constitution. If such a 
system is to be provided, it would be better 
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t 'llake it part of statutory law which can 
, .ore readily changed as conditions and 
,,_. ~rience dictate. 
This proposed amendment also specifies 
binding arbitration as the only means of re-
solving disputes. Binding arbitration is not 
limited to the interpretation of the contrac-
tual agreement, it also may be invoked at the 
request of either party to govern the content 
of the contract. In collective bargaining what 
is in a contract should be negotiated, not de-
termined by outside arbitration. Binding arbi-
tration on the content of contracts is not 
typical of collective bargaining agreements 
generally and should certainly not be applic-
able in State public service. 
Proposition 15 is poor public policy. We 
urge a NO vote on Proposition 15. 
The California State Personnel Board 
unanimously supports this argument in oppo-
sition to Proposition 15. 
MRS. NITA ASHCRAFT, President 
California State Personnel Board 
STEPHEN P. TEALE 
State Senator, 3rd District 
FRANK LANTERMAN 
Assemblyman, 47th District 
Rebuttal to Argument Against 
Proposition 15 
,e State Personnel Board is deliberately 
' ... _~,eading Californians into voting against 
their own best interests. 
Our constitutional system of checks and 
balances would be strengthened by passage of 
Proposition 15, not j('opardized, as the Board 
would have you believe. 
The Board professes great concern with the 
Governor's right of veto, but shows complete 
indifference when its own pay recommenda-
tions, backed by the State Legislature, are 
cynically vetoed. In any event, the Governor 
retains executive control since he alone ap-
points all salary-setting board members. 
Ample precedent exists for making state 
salaries a fixed part of the budget. More than 
60 percent of the budget is not subject to the 
Governor's veto now. Proposition 15 is con-
sistent with that practice. 
Proposition 15 will not mean automatic pay 
hikes. Rates will be determined solely on 
average pay seales. If the economy takes a 
downturn, so would state salaries. At the same 
time, Proposition 15 prevents runaway pay 
hikes. It will protect you, the taxpayer. 
Collective bargaining for public employees 
is already a reality in 21 states, the federal 
government, and all California cities and 
counties. The Personnel Board falsely states 
that binding arbitration is proposed as the 
only means of settling disputes. Arbitration 
is only one of several options, including medi-
ation, negotiation, or consultation. 
Proposition 15 means peaceful, equitable 
employer-employee relations, an end to crip· 
pling work stoppages, and fair play for tax-
payers and 160,000 dedicated State employees. 
Don't be fooled by misstatements or decep-
tion ! VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION 15! 
YVONNE BRATHWAITE 
Assemblywoman, 63rd District 
EDWIN L. Z'BERG 
Assemblyman, 9th Distri'Ct 
CORNELIUS G. DUTCHER 
San Diego Business Leader 
SALARIES. CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL. Initiative Constitu-
tional Amendment. Requires State Personnel Board to: (1) de-
termine maximum salary for each class of policemen or deputy YES 
sheriff in each city and county within state, (2) adjust salaries 
of uniformed members of Highway Patrol to at least the maximum 
16 
rate paid policemen or deputy sheriffs within comparable classes, 
and (3) report annually to Governor on its determinations and 
adjustments. Requires Governor to provide in budget for full im-
plementation of these determinations and adjustments. These 
budget provisions can be modified or stricken only by two·thirds NO 
vote of Legislature voting solely on this issue. Financial impact: 
Indeterminable but potential major cost increase. 
(For Full Text of Measure, See Page 19, Part n) 
General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel Cost Analysis by the Legislative Analyst 
A "Yes" vote on this initiative ,~onstitu­
tional amendment is a vote to establish a 
new procedure for determining the salaries 
to be paid uniformed members of the Cali-
fornia Highway Patrol. 
A. "No" vote is a vote to not establish the 
procedure. 
.)1' further details, see below. 
(Detailed analysis on page 40, column 1) 
This initiative links the salaries of state 
highway patrolmen to current maximum 
salary rates of comparable classes or posi-
tions of local policemen or deputy sheriffs. 
The increase in state cost from adoption of 
this initiative could therefore vary greatly 
depending upon the extent to which the in-
creases in salaries of the highest paid non-
(Continued on page 40, column 2) 
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STIl't'E EMPLOYEE SALARIES. Initiative Constitutional Amendment. 
Requires State Personnel Board, University of California Regents, 
and State University and College Trustees semiannually to deter- YES 
mine prevailing rates in private and public employment for 
services comparable to those performed by state employees, and 
1 
recommend to Governor adjustments to state employee salaries 5 and benefits necessary to equal prevailing rates. The recommenda-
tions must be included in Governor's budget, cannot be reduced or 
eliminated except by two-thirds vote of Legislature, and are not 
subject to Governor's veto. Provides for written agreements and NO 
arbitration between state and employees on other employer-
employee relation matters. Financial impact: Indeterminable but 
potential major cost increase. 
(This Initiative Constitutional Amend-
mE'nt propOSE'S to add a new article to the 
Constitution. It doE'S not amend any part 
of the existing Constitution. Therefore, the 
provisions thereof are printed in BOLD-
FACE TYPE to indicate that they are 
NEW.) 
PROPOSED ARTICLE XXV 
Article XXV 
State Employer-Employee Relations 
Section 1. (a) This article shall be known 
as the State Employer-Employee Relations 
Article. 
(b) This article shall be applicable to the 
State of California, including the University 
of California, the California State Univer-
1" ud Colleges, and every agency of state 
& !lmem. "Employee" includes persons 
employed by or retired from the State of 
Calli'ornia except those persons elected by 
popular vote or appointed by the Governor. 
Section 2. The State Personnel Board, 
Regllnts of the University of California, and 
the Trustees of the California. State Univer-
sity and Colleges, each shall determine semi-
annually the generally prevailing rates for 
comparable services in private business and 
public employment and shall file an annual 
report with the Governor supported by find-
ings of fact and recommendations as to 
funds, if any, necessary to adjust the sal-
aries and other benefits of state employees 
during the succeeding fiscal year. Such sal-
aries and benefits shall be equal to general 
prevailing rates. The findings and recom-
mendations shall be transmitted by the Gov-
ernor to the Legislature as a part of the 
budget and cannot be reduced or eliminated 
except by a two-thirds vote of the member-
ship of each house of the Legislature. This 
part of the enrolled budget bill cannot be 
reduced or eliminated by the Governor. Any 
modification ordered by the Legislature shall 
apply uniformly to all employees alJected 
by the increases and shall not adjust salary 
differentials. 
Section 3. (a) All matters relating to 
employer-employee relations, and terms and 
conditions of employment except those pro-
vided for in Article XXIV and Section 2 
of this· article, are to be resolved by writ-
ten agreement between the state appointing 
powers and majority employee organiza.-
tions, freely elected by secret ballot. Dis-
putes between the state and its employees 
shall be resolved by independent arbitration 
if requested by either party. 
(b) The Legislature shall appropriate suf-
ficient funds to administer this article and 
statutes enacted pursuant thereto. 
SALARIES. CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL. Initiative Constitu-
tional Amendment. Requires State Personnel Board to: (1) de-
termine maximum salary for each class of policemen or deputy YES 
sheriff in each city and county within state, (2) adjust salaries 
of uniformed members of Highway Patrol to at lellSt the maximum 
16 rate paid policemen or deputy sheriffs within comparable classes, and (3) report annually to Governor on its determinations and adjustments. Requires Governor to provide in budget for full im-
plementation of these determinations and adjustments. These 
budget provisions can be modified Or stricken only by two-thirds NO 
vote of Legislature voting solely on this issue. Financial impact: 
Indeterminable but potential major cost increase. 
(This Initiative Constitutional Amend-
ment proposE'S to add a new section to the 
I ,titution. Therefore, the prOVISIOns 
of are printed in BOLDFACE TYPE to 
inUlcate that they are NEW.) 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO 
ARTICLE XXIV 
Section 8. 
(a) The State Personnel Board shall, al 
least semi-annually, determine the then nist-
ing maximum rate of salary established by 
each city and county within the State for 
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